

















Results of the 1998 SAF Dues Structure and

Allegheny Society of Rates to Change in 1999
= By Lori Gardner, Director,
Amer ican ForeSters SAF Communications and Member Services
Reginald Forbes Art Show  yembership
Charles J. Newlon, Director Category New Rate* Current Rate
The 1998 Reginald Forbes Art show exhibited 18 art Professional (21-49 yr)  $130.00 $125.00
pieces entered by 12 members and their immediate families. Professional (16-20 yr.) 120.00 115.00
A new student category was added this year for entries from Professional (11-15 yr.) 105.00 100.00
forestry students and family member students. It is hoped that Professional (6-10 yr.) 105.00 75.00
hifidf:n talents will surface and participation in this category Professional (Retired) 105.00 62.50
will increase at future shows. Professional (1-5 yr.) 65.00 50.00
“Reggie” Forbes, the teacher, would thoroughly endorse Conditional Professional
this expanded effort to involve students! (3 yr. Count in 5-yr. Rate)  65.00 45.00
Associate (6+ yr.) 85.00 40.00
Professional Cat Associate (1-5 yr.) 65.00 40.00
Flat Art - Photography Technician (6+ yr.) 85.00 35.00
Place  Subject Artist Technician ( 1-5 yr.) 65.00 35.00
1:.1 Maine Coastline Dennis Galway Corresponding 65.00 60.00
2 Kinzua Bridge Bob LaBar International 65.00 40.00
3 Image in Crystal Cae Dennis Galway Hardship Variable Variable
Three Di ional Student 30.00 25.00
ree Dimension _ Professional (Lifetime/Golden) 0.00 0.00
Place  Subject Artist
1" Carved Heron in Pond Jim Rassman *Effective January 1, 1999
2™ Carved Crappie Ron Harrigan
3" Hand-crafed Tie: Leaves  Vicki Kincaid
Amateur Category I BETTER FOREST TREE SEEDS\
Flat Art - Painting
Place  Subject Artist EDGAR H. PALPANT
1* Flowers (watercolor) Ron Harrigan Consulting Forester
2™ Coleoptera: Beetle Doug Turner “Hf a batter system Is thine, kmpart it
3¢ Tree Frog Doug Turner Hnct, mako uso ofmine” Horeoo (B5980)
%e{:;lonsz @ RO, #1, Box700
- o Petarsburg, PA 1
. Flat Art - Photography Me Fort, PA :mmm
i i ax: 81
T‘ﬁ Subject . Artist ) BETTER TREES - THROUGH BETTER SEED - THROUGH RESEARCH
1 Swallowtail Butterfly Earl Higgins Spacializing in Christmas Tree Manegement
2'“’ Egert Earl Higgins
3 (Tie) Heron (in Australia) Gary Huse *

3" (Tie) Great Blue Heron (in NJ)  Earl Higgins Boundary Markers are ideal for repetitive

postings in parks, tracts, or private property.

ent Cat Call or write to request our new 2
Flat Art - Painting Forestry Identification Catalog A
Place  Subject Artist NUTRON NAMEPLATE INC. Weyettiacuser
" Indian Chief Katherine Gottschalk Box 487-SAF NORTH CAROLINA
N. Olmsted, OH 44070 TIMEION s

Thanks again to everyone involved this year — artists,

judges and coordinators. 4 216-777-6660 ext. 229
Fax: 216-777-6664

PROPERTY LINE
INFORMATION
CONTACT: |
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Pennsyivania Council of Professional Foresters

Annual Members Meeting
February 3, 1998 Luncheon Address By Kenneth L. Balliet, ACF

Honorable State Senators and
Representatives, Colleagues, Guests and
friends. - I would like to thank you for
taking the time to join us here in
Harrisburg today at the annual meeting
of the Pennsylvania Council of
Professional Foresters. And I appreciate
the opportunity to stand before you and
discuss why I think we need to license
foresters in Pennsylvania.

The Pennsylvania Council of
Professional Foresters is a diverse
group of foresters and landowners who
are concerned about the future of our
forests and the practice of forestry. We
represent the majority of foresters across
the state who see professional licensing
as tool for creating accountability in the
practice and profession of forestry.
Specifically we believe that:

1. The availability of competent
professional forestry services is essential
to sustaining forest health and
productivity!

2. Landowners interests are best
served when represented by ethical ,
competent forestry professionals.

3. The health, safety and welfare of
the general public is not adequately
served if the forest is not sustained.

4. Forester licensing is required to
insure ethical delivery of competent
professional services which are required
to sustain our forests.

The Pennsylvania Council of
Professional Foresters is not for bigger
government. And there is no intent to
force forest management on landowners
who do not wish to manage their lands.
The Pennsylvania Council of Professional
Foresters is a group of professionals who
see the need to “self-regulate” minimum
forestry standards for foresters.

To complicate the licensing issue,
the duties and responsibilities of a
“forester” may have several meanings
depending upon who pays his or her
salary. Generally foresters can be placed
into three major groups: industrial
foresters, governmental foresters, and
consulting foresters.

Industrial foresters are generally
employed by wood products firms to buy

timber and logs for the sawmills and
other forest products industries. Some
foresters employed by the pulp and
paper mills support landowner
assistance programs where they assist
landowners in managing their timber in
exchange for some future benefit .
Industry ownership of commercial
forest lands accounts for only 5% of the
forests in this state. However most mills
procure their resources from all land
ownership types.

Governmental Foresters are
employed by the federal, state and local
governments to provide professional
management for public lands in
Pennsylvania. Federal and state lands
account for 17% of our commercial
forests. In addition, there are
approximately 42 service foresters who
are employed by the Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources.
These foresters provide free forestry
education and management assistance to
private landowners in each forest
district.

Consulting Foresters are
professionals in private business who
provide a wide range of forest
management services, on a fee basis, to
private landowners across the state.
Private landowners control over 75% of
the commercial timberlands in
Pennsylvania and include individuals,
corporations (other than industry) , and
farmers.

The Pennsylvania Council of
Professional Foresters organized to
encourage unethical individuals from all
the groups I just listed, (Industrial
foresters, Government foresters and
Consulting foresters), from using the
term “forester” for personal or
competitive business gains at the
expense of the landowner and the
resource.

To the over 500,000 forest
landowners in this state, the term
“forester” has a professional
connotation. And for many, they see
“foresters” as conservationists and
stewards of the land, holders of an
implied trust, protecting the trees and

wildlife of Pennsylvania. Many of us try
to live up to those expectations.

However anyone can represent
themselves to be a “forester” in this
state. And unfortunately some do in
order to convince and assure landowners
that they are managing their resource in a
responsible manner, when in fact they are
not. The results are all too common.
Devastating losses to the landowner in
terms of timber value and immeasurable
loss to the many resources and future
productivity of our forests.

Landowners need to be able to
identify competent foresters and be
able to hold them accountable!

Unfortunately this is just the start of
the cycle of poor management. Ethical
industrial foresters have to compete in
the timber market and are at a
competitive disadvantage if they practice
responsible forestry. Consulting and
service foresters have to continually try
to educate landowners who often do not
understand the immediate and long term
value of good forestry and simply sell to
the highest bidder. Forest management is
an investment in the future... and its
tough to convince a landowner to refuse
a larger sum of money for all his
sawtimber, and that less money now -will
mean much more money later.

Foresters have tried several
approaches to distinguish the ethical
foresters from those who would exploit
their profession. The Society of
American Foresters began its “Certified
Forester” Program several years ago.
This program uses requirements of
minimum education, experience and
continuing education to try and market
professionalism to the profession and the
public. The Association of Consulting
Foresters uses these same criteria for
membership, along with a strong code of
ethics. High membership rates in both
these organizations illustrate that
Foresters want to be held accountable!

But the results are disappointing.
Abuses continue — and according to
latest research the forests are continuing
to be mismanaged by 1) an unacceptable
number of well intentioned landowners

8
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Must civilization pull up and move to preserve biological diversity across the continent?

A Wild Idea

By Matt Bennett*

Overview

Little known outside the
environmental movement, The Wildlands
Project, is the most ambitious and far
reaching attempt yet to reinvent the
North American continent according to
ecologically correct guidelines. Under
this proposal, 50% of North America
would be preserved or restored to
wilderness for the preservation of
biological diversity. However
implausible this goal may seem, The
Wildlands Project is well developed, well
organized and well financed.

Based upon the work of freelance
conservation biologist Reed Noss, the
cornerstone of the project consists of
creating “reserve networks” across the
continent to provide vast areas of wildlife
habitat. The goal is to maximize
biological diversity — unfortunately at the
expense of the human occupants.

The ethical justification for The
Wildlands Project rest upon the
philosophy of deep ecology. Deriving
much of its ideology from Buddhism and
Taoism, deep ecology contends that
science has little to tell us about living in
harmony with the planet and other non-
human life forms.

With affiliates spread throughout
North America, The Wildlands Project
through its literary extension Wild Earth
magazine, educates and informs
grassroots activists how to design
reserve areas, do GIS mapping, and
network with other activists. Some of
these affiliates have received substantial
sums in support of their work from both
corporate and private foundations.

The ability of these activists to
combine science and organizations, and
then to attract substantial funding, makes
it possible for The Wildlands Project to
influence public policy far beyond its
current obscure status. Therefore it is
important for decision makers and the
public alike to understand what The
Wildlands Project means when it claims
to be “plotting a North American
wilderness recovery strategy.”

The following article appeared in the Fall 1997 issue of The Consultant, a publication
of the Association of Consulting Foresters of America, Inc., and is reprinted with

permission.

Background

In 1990, beset with legal problems
and having lost the struggle to retain
control of the movement, Dave
Foreman left the eco-terrorist group
Earth First! According to Foreman, it
was time to go. Earth First! had
accomplished much of what he and
other co-founders had envisioned in its
desert genesis. In addition to showing
major environmental groups that the in-
your-face activism that Earth First!
practiced, would work, Foreman felt
they had also reshaped the debate over
wilderness preservation. Prior to Earth
First!, wilderness preservation focused
on scenic values and recreational
opportunities. Foreman used Earth
First! to promote the idea that wild
lands should be preserved for the sake
of biodiversity. However, by the 1990’s
Foreman wanted to raise the level and
quality of the debate. That would
require a different strategy from the
militant environmentalism of Earth
First!

In his 1991 book, Confessions of
an Eco-Warrior, Foreman hinted at the
direction this new strategy might take:
“the only hope of the Earth is to
withdraw huge areas as inviolate natural
sanctuaries from the depredations of
modern industry and technology. Move
out the people and cars. Reclaim the
roads and the plowed lands.” In the
1992 special issue of Wild Earth
magazine published by Foreman, he
debuted his so-called new conservation
movement, the Wildlands Project.

The Wildlands Project

There area three main points to
consider about the Wildlands Project.
First, it is well developed from a
scientific and a philosophical
perspective. Second, it is well
organized. And finally, at least in one
instance, it is extremely well financed.

A strategy that calls for the return
and restoration of 50% of the North
American continent to wilderness may
seem impossible to succeed, however,
Wildlanders are encouraged to think

Ed.

big. As Reed Noss, science director of
The Wildlands Project, wrote in Saving
Nature's Legacy, “At all scales, the key
to making land conservation effective is
to expand our thinking in space, time and
ambition — that is, to think “big.” Noss
writes further, “To think only in terms of
what is politically reasonable, practical,
or financially profitable is shortsighted.
At worst, a lack of ambition and
acceptance of the status quo is an
invitation to mass extinction.”

Noss’s reference to mass extinction
is significant. Wildlanders are convinced
that the continent is headed toward
unparalleled species extinction, a
conclusion shared by many in the field of
conservation biology, the scientific
underpinning of the Wildlands Project.
Foreman echoed that theme in the
premier issue of Wild Earth: “We are
currently embroiled in the greatest crisis
in four billion years of life on earth.
Never before — not even 65 million years
ago at the end of the Cretaceous when
dinosaurs became extinct — has there
been an extinction rate comparable to
today’s.”

Such concerns call for drastic
actions and a radical transformation of
society as we know it. John Davis,
editor of Wild Earth, wrote, “Does all
the foregoing mean that Wild Earth and
the Wildlands Project advocate the end
of industrialized civilization? Most
assuredly, everything civilized must
go...”

The Wildlands Project approach to
conserving biological diversity requires
not only a re-thinking of science, politics,
land use, industrialization and
civilization, it also requires re-thinking
humanity’s place in nature. It requires a
new philosophical and spiritual
foundation for western civilization. That
foundation is the philosophy of deep
ecology. As prominent ecologist Paul
Ehrlich wrote in The Machinery of
Nature, “the main hope for changing
humanity’s present course may lie . . . in
the so-called deep ecology movement.
The deep ecology movement thinks

10
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today’s human thought patterns and
social organization are inadequate to deal
with the population-resource-
environmental crisis...” Ehrlich goes on
to write, “I am convinced that such a
quasi-religious movement, one
concerned with the need to change the
values that now govern much of human
activity, is essential to the persistence of
our civilization.”

By incorporating conservation
biology and deep ecology into the
Wildlands Project, foreman has
succeeded in moving the debate to the
next level, giving the Wildlands Project a
credibility beyond what Earth First!
Could have accomplished with its
militant activism. This is not to say that
the Wildlands Project is without
activism. For fromit. However, the
Wildlands Project represents an
organizational structure far more
sophisticated and far more disciplined
that anything Earth First! could ever
achieve.

According to its statement of
purpose, #ild Earth, “shall provide a
voice for the many effective but little
known regional and ad hoc wilderness
groups and coalitions in North America,”
and “shall serve as a networking tool for
grassroots wilderness activists.” The
Winter “95/°96 issue of Wild Earth listed
11 such groups and coalitions that
literally extend from coast to coast
throughout North America.

This number may be deceiving, since
these 11 often represent many more. For
example, one of the group of 11, the
Southern Appalachian Biodiversity
Project, is a member of the Southern
Appalachian Forest Coalition, which has
13 more member organizations jn the
southern Appalachian region. And
Heartwood, a Wildlands Project affiliate
from Indiana, has membership of over 95
other organizations throughout Ohio,
Virginia, Louisiana, Alabama, Missouri,
California, Georgia, New York,
Vermont, Kentucky, Tennessee, Indiana,
Arkansas, Illinois, and West Virginia.

The Wildlands Project has been
primarily concerned with federal lands.

It is safe to say that there is no area of
federal forest lands that does not now, or
will not soon have, a Wildlands Project
to cover it. The federal domain
comprises about one-third of the United
States, and if efforts are successful in

stopping grazing, mining and timber
harvesting on all federal lands (a
reasonable expectation, given current
trends), project leaders will be well on
their way to achieving their goal.

Of late, some Wildlands Project
affiliates have demonstrated an interest
in private lands. In fact, the reserve
network strategy designed by Dr. Noss
will not succeed without the inclusion of
a considerable amount of private land.
It is a reasonable assumption that as
these groups are increasingly successful
in locking up state and federal lands,
they will focus their attention on private
lands.

It is fair to ask the question: Are
these plans too ambitious and far-
fetched to succeed? Perhaps, however,
two things should be kept in mind.

First this plan is a long-range
strategy designed to take a hundred
years or more. Quoting Dr. Noss again,
“The Wildlands Project is long range
(planning over decades and centuries)
and highly ambitious.” Michael Soule,
co-founder of the Society for
Conservation Biology, wrote in the
Wild Earth Special Issue, “Talk of
decades, let alone centuries, distressed
many people ... But we must not
indulge in illusory quick fixes. Repair —
restoring and reconnecting the land —
will take time ... The key is thinking
BIG, both in space and time.”

Second, whether deceived by a
misrepresentation of the Wildlands
Project, or perhaps as willing
accomplices, large corporate and private
foundations have contributed hundreds
of thousands of dollars to the Wildlands
Project and its affiliates.

The Southern Appalachian Forest
Coalition and its members have received
grants from the Lyndhurst foundation
($394,500), Pew Charitable Trust
($625,000), W. Alton Jones Foundation
($100,000), and the Rockefeller
Brothers Fund ($225,000) among
others. The Turner Foundation,
established by media mogul Ted Tumer,
doesn’t publish the amounts it gives,

- however, it probably is the largest single

underwriter, awarding grants to
Heartwood, American Wildlands,
Predator Project, Road-Rip, Southern
Environmental Law Center, The
Wildlands Project home office, Alliance
for Wild Rockies, and the Southern

Appalachian Forest Coalition.

Corporate foundation such as
Patagonia, Ben and Jerry’s, and
companies under the umbrella of the
Conservation Alliance also have given
money to the Wildlands Project.
Patagonia donated valuable advertising
space, placing a two-page, full color
promotion for the project in their *95
winter catalog.

It would be a mistake to
underestimate the impact this level of
financing and support will have on public
policy making (in fact it already has), as
part-time activists now can afford to be
full-time activists.

Conclusion

The Wildlands Project exists within
legal boundaries, however, that should
not prevent us from being concerned. At
the very least, it advocates an extreme
manifestation of environmental and
public policy. Therefore, any claim the
Wildlands Project makes toward public
policy must be debated and ultimately
decided in the public arena. Yet to date,
it has existed almost anonymously,
beyond the knowledge of the wider
public.**

It must be examined out from behind
the cover of more general environmental
concerns, held up for public scrutiny, and
either accepted or rejected by a public
fully aware of its implications. Failing to
do so could have dire consequences, for
as John Adams one wrote, “Liberty
cannot be preserved without a general
knowledge by the People.”

*Matt Bennett is past president of the
Tennessee Forestry Association and Vice
President of Sales at Emmet Vaughn Lumber
Company in Knoxville, Tennessee. He offers
updates on The Wildlands Project on his
web site, <wildlandsproject.org>
He has been interested in environmental
issues for a number of years. Recently he
received a 310,000 grant from the National
Hardwood Lumber Manufacturers
Association to continue his research on the
development and implications of the
Wildlands Project. The above is his
understanding of this bold movement,
basically as presented at the Summer
Meeting of the Allegheny Society of
American Foresters at Canaan Valley, West
Virginia, August 14, 1997.

** Ariicles describing the Wildlands Project
have been published in Science magazine
(June 25, 1993), Volume 260) and
Garbage magazine (Spring 1994).
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Will ‘Green’ Standards Determine the Future of Forestry?

By Loren R. Larson, II*

Whether you call it Green
Certification, Green Tag Forestry, the
Sustainable Forestry Initiative or
something else, you are talking about a
recent trend that has the potential to
affect all foresters and landowners.
What is Forest Certification?

In its most basic form, forest
certification is the independent audit of
forest practices. The idea is to give
consumers information about the impact
that the management and harvesting of
forest products and their sources have on
the environment.

In theory, informed consumers will
prefer products that are “sustainably”
harvested and managed, and will pay a
premium for “certified” wood. The goal
of some certification programs is to
create pressure on the free market to
stimulate a demand for sustainably
grown products, resulting in a change of
forest management.

What’s Available?

Several organizations, including the
American Forest & Paper Association
(AF&PA), the Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC), the National Forestry
Association (NFA), and the American
Tree Farm System (ATFS), have taken
steps toward developing forest
certification programs, each with a
different approach.

The Forest Stewardship Council

“Green certification” refers to the
program initiated by the Forest
Stewardship Council. The FSC
describes itself as an international,
independent, nonprofit, non-
governmental organization founded in
1993 by organization representatives
from environmental, forest product
certification, indigenous peoples’, and
community forest groups. The stated
goal of the FSC is to set a worldwide,
common set of principles for judging and
certifying well managed forests.

FSC principles are used to accredit
certifiers of forests and their managers.
Landowners can either have their lands
directly certified or hire a certified
resource manager to certify harvests.

In the United States, several
organizations have been accredited by
the FSC to certify the management

activities of landowners and foresters.
Two of these groups are SmartWood
and Scientific Certification Systems
(SCS). To date, these two groups have
certified 3.6 million acres of forest land
and eight independent consulting firms
(the certification of resource managers
began in 1996). These include State
owned forest lands in Minnesota
(550,000 acres) and Pennsylvania (1.2
million acres, with additional 1 million
expected in the near future).

FSC’s certification standards
currently work best in regions with tree
species that do not rely on intensive
management for regeneration.
Hardwood forests that thrive under
uneven-aged conditions have an
advantage, because little pressure exists
to change management techniques.

The National Forestry Association

A second program for certification
is under development by the National
Forestry Association, an affiliate of the
National Woodland Owners Association
(NWOA). Using the moniker “Green
Tag Forestry SM,” the NFA will in a
sense compete with the Forest
Stewardship Council by offering a
viable, scientifically-based alternative to
“Green Certification.” The program is
designed specifically for non-industrial
private forest owners and builds upon
their existing forest management plans.
In order to display the “Green Tag”
sign, woodland owners must have
implemented a detailed forest
management plan prepared by a
registered consulting forester who has
undergone special training in forest
certification procedures.

The certification is similar to a Tree
Farm management plan — which can be
the starting point — but in more detail,
especially in timber harvesting plans and
recognition of components of natural
diversity. In addition, NFA approved
personnel must supervise both harvest
and continuing forest management plans
to eamn the seal.

Field testing of Green Tag Forestry
SM is currently under way in Virginia
and Maine. The former includes a chain
of custody tracking program from the
harvest, through the mill and kiln, and

to the customer. A big factor that could
favor the NFA initiative is the existing
availability of a pool of 400 consulting
foresters nationwide who are providing
introductory visits to NWOA members
through the Nationa! Forestry Network
organized in 1981.

The American Forest & Paper
Association

The Sustainable Forestry Initiative
(SFI), is the mechanism the American
Forest & Paper Association is using to
inform the public that its members are
successfully managing forests and
producing forest products in a
sustainable manner. SFI relies on
member companies complying with a set
of principles that dictate the way forests
are managed.

These sustainable forestry principles,
along with implementation guidelines,
constitute AF&PA members’
commitment to sustainable forestry and
set benchmark levels. SFI is not being
called a certification program by
AF&PA, but it appears to be heading in
that direction.

AF&PA’s objective is to achieve a
much broader practice of sustainable
forestry throughout the US. In this way,
member companies hope to improve
their own performance, and set new
standards for the entire forest industry as
well as for other forest landowners. The
association believes that its principles
and implementation guidelines are the
latest of many steps in an evolution of
US industrial forestry practices.

The American Tree Farm System

The American Tree Farm System
(ATEFS) recently announced that they are
considering transforming the program
into a Forest Certification program. The
structure would be similar to that of the
National Forestry Association and would
allow for labeling of certified timber.

The ATFS has been around for
approximately fifty years. About 95
million acres managed by 70,000 tree
farmers in 50 states are enrolled in the
program. They plan to have its
certification program operational by
1999.

Reasons to Consider Certification

Two consulting foresters certified by
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SmartWood are Mark Miller, ACF, and
Harold Burnett, CM, of Coopers Mills,
Maine. According to the partners, they
sought certification for their firm, Two
Trees Forestry, because they wanted to
demonstrate to others their commitment
to sustainable forestry. They also
wanted to reassure forest landowners
that their management practices were
state-of-the-art in both environmental
sensitivity and economic return.

Miller and Burnett say they support
certification programs because they
“raise the bar” of performance for
forestry operations in what they consider
a positive way, hopefully eliminating the
need for regulation.

SmartWood found Two Trees
Forestry to be “well managed” under its
Northeast Regional Guidelines. A three-
person team of regional forestry and
wildlife ecology experts reviewed the
company’s management and harvest
operations, inspecting ten sites over a
three-day period. The SmartWood team
found that Two Trees Forestry operated
above the norm for the region, and
addressed state-of-the-art forest
management issues in its policies.

One of the questions Two Tree
Forestry is often asked, according to the
partners, is how certified practices differ
from past practices. At a minimum,
certified operations must: have a
management plan prepared prior to any
harvest; not allow harvest levels to
exceed growth; and accommodate the
habitat needs of wildlife and rare or
endangered species. In addition, they
will give special care to riparian areas
and wetlands, preserve old forests and
unique ecosystems, and address other
biodiversity issues.

Miller says that certification
provides many benefits. Client
landowners are assured they are
maintaining or improving the long-term
productive potential of their property.
Associated stakeholders (family
members, stockholders, investors)
receive similar assurances. Certification
allows Two Trees Forestry to
differentiate itself in the marketplace and
appeal more strongly to certain types of
potential clients. Owners can take pride
in knowing they are being good long-
term stewards of their land.

While Two Trees Forestry now
markets timber solely through

conventional markets, the market
recognizes certified wood as unique.
Two Trees Forestry believes that as
consumer demand for responsibly
produced wood products grows, so will
the market advantage. '
Concerns with Certification

The certification programs
identified here each have their own
unique concerns or drawbacks, but all
must answer to a higher authority — the
free market.

Claims of Questionable Science
Serious concerns have been raised
about the scientific underpinnings of the
principles used by the FSC. Some of
the more troublesome, already approved
by the council, include the following:
¢ No labeling of wood resulting from
the harvest of primary/old growth
forests that are then planted;

¢ No labeling of wood from forest
lands that are converted to non-
forest land uses;

¢ No labeling of wood from “well
developed secondary forests” that
are planted;

¢ Wood from plantations may only be
labeled on the condition that the
forest landowner recreate and
manage for natural forest conditions
on a portion (five to ten percent) of
the property.

These principles can create a barrier
to the labeling of U.S wood and paper
product, depending on an area’s current
forest condition, past management
regimes, timber type and land
development patterns, many of which
are beyond the control of the wood
producer.

The FSC prohibition against
artificially regenerating stands exhibiting
old growth characteristics and
converting them to an even-aged
management system can oppose sound
silvicultural and economic
considerations. Small landowners with
old growth forests may have no
alternative other than to manage using
an even-aged regime. Such action
would preclude them from certification.

FSC does endorse even-aged
management, but only in those forest
types adapted to stand-replacing natural
disturbances (fire, hurricanes, volcanic
eruptions, etc.). In general though, FSC
principles tend to be biased against

commercially viable shade intolerant
species that rely on even-aged
management prescriptions.

Many eastern U.S. forests are in
poor condition due to past high-grading
practices. One concemn is that FSC
principles could actually degrade overall
forest quality if uneven-aged harvests are
really high-grades in disguise.

Overall, FSC is attempting to push
forestry away from intensive
management that simplifies landscapes,
and toward management that mimics
natural stand development processes and
conserves inherent species diversity. By
adding cost and lowering returns on
investment, however, FSC principles
have the potential to reduce the incentive
to invest in forest management,
increasing the possibility that more forest
land will be converted to other use.

The Price Tag of Forest Certification

Forest certification through FSC
based programs can be expensive.
Landowners have the option of either
having their individual forests certified or
hiring a resource manager who is
certified to supervise their timber
harvest. FSC certification of the land is
available to forest landowners, but is
likely to be cost-prohibitive for smaller
landowners with under 10,000 acres.

According to a study conducted by
AF&PA, the cost of certifying the entire
forest owned by a small woodland owner
is very high. In New England,
certification of forest ownerships of
around 100 acres would cost
approximately $4,800.00, with an
additional annual retainer fee to monitor
progress in implementing the forest
management plan.

Marketing Certified Wood

Sawmills and the secondary wood
processors who market to the consumer
are critical players in the SmartWood
program. SmartWood has developed a
special certification status for these
businesses known as “chain of custody”
certification. Chain of custody
manufacturers, in other words, are the
only ones who can purchase certified
wood and make it into SmartWood-
certified products for the public.

Called “chain of custody” processors
because they are responsible for tracking
every piece of wood as it moves through
the mill, more than 30 manufacturers are
currently certified as non-exclusive
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(Continued from page 15)
SmartWood companies (meaning they
can sell non-certified products as well).

Each company manufactures or
retails various certified wood products,
some competing directly with non-
certified substitutes and others catering
to niche markets.

Most companies contacted said they
had concerns with the SmartWood
program, with many noting that they
have had problems obtaining a sufficient
supply of certified wood for their
operations. One company blamed
SmartWood for not developing a better
supply prior to issuing certifications.

Another company dropped out of
the program after six months, citing the
high cost of certification coupled with
little or no return on its investment,

When asked about paying a
premium for certified wood, most
companies said they did pay a premium
for certified wood. But when asked if
they were able to turn that around and
collect a premium on their finished
products, most said no, except for two
companies in very specialized markets.

The companies which manufactured
goods that competed directly against
non-certified substitutes do not appear to
be faring well with their certified
products. On average, less that three
percent of the total sales of these
companies were certified wood products.
Sustainable Forestry Initiative

The AF&PA’s Sustainable Forestry
Initiative is not without its own
problems. A major criticism of SFI is
that it does not use independent third
party verification to support its forest
management claims. An independent
panel of experts is used to review and
judge the overall performance on an
annual basis, but actual on-the-ground
observation is extremely limited.

NIPF wood creates a special
problem for SFI, because the program
contains no provision to ensure that
resources grown on NIPF lands meet
sustainability standards. Since 60
percent of the wood used by forest
industries comes from NIPF lands, SFI
may have a credibility gap on this issue.

AF&PA is currently examining ways
to expand the participation of the
program to include NIPF landowners.
The Association of Consulting Foresters
and NIPF groups have recommended

that SFI companies pay a premium for
NIPF wood that is “Grown
Sustainably.” Unfortunately, AF&PA
claims this option is not feasible due to
antitrust laws. Such laws prohibit the
industry from working together to
establish prices to be paid for stumpage.

Currently, SFI only addresses
sustainability issues concerning wood
from NIPF lands by providing
landowners with information about Best
Management Practices. Loggers are
relied upon to provide this information
to the landowner, a practice that may
not always result in the best decisions
regards sustainability.

The stated goal of SFI is to “meet
the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future
generations to use the forests for
products as well as for ecological and
other uses.” Yet nowhere in the SFI
principles is there a statement that
encourages landowners to use, or
consider using, a professional forester
when managing their resources. This is
especially serious since approximately
80 percent of all timber harvests on U.S.
NIPF lands are currently conducted
without the advice or guidance of a
professional forester. In essence,
AF&PA is relying on loggers to manage
most of America’s NIPF land.

AF&PA reportedly has this issue
under consideration.

Putting the Cart Before the Horse

No matter which program one
examines, all must take into account one
overriding factor — economics. In order
for a certification program to work, it
must compete against traditional forest
management and its market share. In
other words, unless there is an
economic incentive to change to a
certification program, certification will
not work.

The certification programs
described above seem to be “putting the
cart before the horse.” Studies have
shown that most American consumers
are not willing to pay a premium for
“green” products.

This finding recently was illustrated
when Home Depot, a large national
chain of hardware stores, stopped
carrying a line of certified lumber.
According to a feature article in the
Journal of the Good Wood Alliance,
Home Depot stopped carrying a line of

certified shelving supplied by Collins
Pine Company of Chester, California.

Collins Pine was one of the first
U.S. companies certified by California-
based Scientific Certification Systems
(SCS). Environmentalists touted the
1994 Home Depot deal as a sign of
bigger things to come. Collins Pine’s
Vice President of Marketing, Wade
Mosby apparently feels the problem was
Home Depot’s explosive growth. In the
article, Mosby noted, “Home Depot is a
good company, but they’re growing fast.
It’s either their way or the highway.”
Home Depot, however, has a different
story, charging that Collins Pine’s quality
had fallen off — a charge Mosby squarely
denied.

Whatever the case may be, the
simple fact is that when Home Depot did
carry certified wood, it did not charge
the consumer a premium for the product.
In fact, they mixed the "certified" wood
with rest of the wood they sold, leaving
consumers no way of distinguishing
between the two!

To be successful, FSC, SmartWood
and SCS are counting on buyers’ groups
to purchase certified wood. Buyers’
groups in Europe have stated that they
will only purchase wood from FSC-
certified sources by the year 2000. It
remains to be seen whether these groups
maintain their assertions. FSC is hoping
that consumers will not make economic
considerations a major factor when
choosing between certified and non-
certified goods.

In the end, market forces will dictate
the future of certification programs.
Unless the free market provides
premiums for certified wood, most
landowners will find little incentive to
obtain certification. Until it can be
demonstrated to the NIPF landowner
that consumers in general will pay a
premium for certified wood, programs
like SmartWood, SCS and SFI have an
uphill struggle.

One manager of a SmartWood
Chain of Custody certified business
stated that only time will tell if any green
certification will be a success. 4\

* Loren Larson is Executive Director of the
Association of Consulting Foresters of
America, Inc. (ACF), based in Alexandria,
Virginia. This is an updated version of an
article originally appeared in The
Consultant, a publication of ACF.
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Impacts of Decreased Timber Supply From Federal Lands

By Bob Bierer, American Forest & Paper Association

I appreciate the opportunity to share
some thoughts with you regarding the
forest industry’s perspective on the issue
of decreased timber harvesting on federal
lands and the consequential impacts.

I'would like to start by summarizing
the U.S. timber harvest over the past
decade. The U.S. timber harvest levels
have increased from 31% to 42% on
industrial forest lands and from 48% to
50% on non-industrial private lands.
This means that 92% of the timbér
harvest is now occurring on private
lands. At the same time, harvest levels
on the national forests has dropped from
14% to 4% and on other public land
from 7% to 4%.

So What’s Been Happening To The
National Forest Timber Sale
Program?

The timber sale volume has not only
been dropping; the type and value of
products being offered is also changing.

The volume of timber offered has
dropped from 11.1 Billion Board Feet in
1989 to 3.7 Billion in 1997 -- a decline
of 67 percent!

The percentage of green timber
offered, as compared to salvage, has
dropped from 80% in 1989 to
approximately 50% today.

The product mix has also changed
from primarily sawtimber to one of 50%
sawtimber and 50% other -- pulpwood,
biomass, etc.

In only 4 years, the Clinton-Gore
Administration has taken a once
profitable timber sale program, which
produced a net profit of over $500
million in 1992, to a red-ink program
that lost $15 million in 1996!

What are the Primary Reasons
Behind The Diminished Timber Sale

Program on National Forests?
Well, it certainly is not due to an

inadequate supply of timber on the
national forest lands, which can
sustainably support a much larger
program. For example, there are 48
million acres (25% of the NFS)
designated in current Forest Plans as
suitable for some form of timber harvest.
These timbered lands have:
0 almost 50% of the standing softwood
volume inthe U.S.;

0 annual long-term sustained yield
capacity of 17 billion board feet;

0 aggregate allowable sale quantity
(ASQ) of 8 billion board feet;

0 recent annual ASQs of less than 4
billion board feet.

The principle reason for the drastic
reduction in the federal timber sale
program is the Administration’s forest
management policies that have
supplanted multiple-use management,
founded in legislation and enabling
regulations, with a poorly-defined
ecosystem management approach,
which has no statutory or regulatory
basis, where timber is an incidental
output. Just how poorly defined is
ecosystem management? Well, former
Forest Service Chief Dale Robertson
announced the adoption of ecosystem
management in 1992, but the agency has
not yet developed or issued any
comprehensive policy or guidelines for
implementing ecosystem management to
their field offices.

Another reason is that the amount
of national forest land actually available
for timber harvest continues to decline
because of the imposition of rigid
standards and guides in ecoregion
plans such as the Northwest Forest
Plan, and the application of interim
“policies, screens, and rules” such as
the so-called Eastside screens in Eastern
Oregon and Washington.

Yet another reason is the
Administration’s circumvention of the
land management planning process with
top-down, one-size-fits-all edicts such
as the just announced Forest Service
roadless area moratorium. This
moratorium, which could be termed
RARE I1I, will reduce the timber sale
program even further -- 275 Million
Board Feet as estimated by the Forest
Service, or about 1 Billion Board Feet
depending on the interpretation of their
“special areas” category.

By law, the roadless area decisions
are dealt with in the forest planning
process and through state wilderness
legislation. Many states have already
reached agreements -- which established
wilderness areas and released others for
other types of management -- by

following these processes. The
Administration wants to completely
override these decisions by issuing a
politically-motivated decree from
Washington, DC. The hard reached local
compromise agreements would
effectively be thrown “out-the-window”.

The roadless area moratorium will
also impact cleanup efforts on the Green
Mountain and White Mountain National
Forests in Vermont and New Hampshire,
which sustained heavy damage from this
winter’s ice storms.

Some Impacts From The Reduced

Federal Timber Sale Program
Failure to Adequately Address

Forest Health Problems. The national
forests are suffering from major forest
health problems. U. S. Forest Service
Chief Mike Dombeck recently testified
that approximately 40 million acres of
national forest lands are in poor health
and in imminent danger of catastrophic
wildfires. Many of these forests are
suffering from overstocked conditions,
and many mature stands are being
decimated by insects and disease
epidemics. Only 20-25% of the annual
growth on the national forest lands is
being harvested, and the net growth is
exacerbating the backlog of overstocked
stand conditions. At the present rate of
treatment, it will take at least 40 years
just to cover the current health problem.
Increased Wildfires &

Environmental Impacts. Over the past
decade, an average of 3 million acres of
federal timberland have been consumed
annually by wildfires, while only ¥2
million acres have been harvested in
some capacity. The environmental
impacts on areas destroyed by wildfire
are much more severe than on those
being logged. Current forest
management policies do not support an
active forest management program to
aggressively salvage mortality, thin
overstocked stands, and conduct other
treatments that reduce fuel loads to
mitigate the wildfire impacts. And, the
annual costs alone for wildfire
suppression, not including damage losses
and rehabilitation costs, is over $1
billion.

(Continued on page 22)
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Table 1. Population Statistics for Alle; States

1990 (U.S. Department. of Census)
Percent
Total Population Urban
Population  Househo ensity/sq. mi, Population
NJ 7,730,188 2,794,316 1,042 89
A e : MD 4,781,468 1,749,342 489 81
© Shooting Preser orting C | ra 11,881,643 4,492,958 265 69
A Forestry A: wv 1,793477 688,727 74 36
TOTAL 26,852,944  9972,506 305 75
NATION 248,709,873 91,966,582 70 75

In Pennsylvania for example, 74% of the area in census
blocks with fewer than 50 people per square mile is in forest.
At the other end of the spectrum, 16% of the area in census
blocks with more than 1,000 persons per square mile is in
forest. Only in areas with fewer than 100 people per square
mile does forest occupy more than half of the land area. The
most recent forest inventory of Pennsylvania measures 3,143
forested plots and 66 of the forested plots fell in population
densities of greater than 500 people per square mile. Nearly
25% of the forest owners in Pennsylvania list zip codes that
have over 75% urban populations, while 40% of the forest
owners live in zip codes with no urban population. There are
an estimated 81, 500 forest-land owners that live in New
Jersey and they own 2,134,000 acres of forest land. This is
different from the 88,700 owners that own the 1.4 million
acres of private forest in New Jersey. Few owners in New
Jersey list zip codes with fwer than 100 people per sq. mi.

In Conclusion

Over the next 20 years the number of owners in Allegheny
states will increase. Ownerships with fewer than 100 acres of
forest will increase fastest and the acreage will come from
ownerships with 100-1,000 acres. By 2020, nearly 50 % of
the owners will be people who acquire forest after today and
they will have over 25% of the forest. Public influence on
forestry will increase and take many forms: regulation of forest
practice whether in the form of Best Management Practices
(BMP) or formal regulations. Participation in voluntary
programs such as the Sustainable Forestry Initiative and
Stewardship will increase to where 60% of the private forest in
the Allegheny states will have a written plan. 4\
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The list of Committee Chairs will return in the
Summer 1998 Issue of The Allegheny News.

If you need information before then, call
Editor Jack Winieski at (717) 432-3646
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